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REVIEW OF CENTER FOR APPLIED URBAN RESEARCH UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA 
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A COMPUTERIZED INVENTORY OF HOUSING AND 
NEIGHBORHOOD CONDITIONS IN LINCOLN, NEBRASKA 
By R. K. Piper 
In 1984, the Lincoln Urban 
Development Department con-
tracted the Center for Applied 
Urban Research to develop a com-
puterized inventory of housing, 
vacant land, and neighborhood 
conditions. In this article, I describe 
the system we developed, discuss 
current applications of the system, 
and outline the information con-
tained in the inventory. 
Introduction 
The Lincoln Urban Development 
Department contracted the Center for 
Applied Urban Research to conduct a 
citywide inventory of housing and neigh-
borhood conditions to obtain informa-
tion needed for guiding and targeting the 
use of Community Development Block 
Grant funds. Specifically, the inventory 
provides information that is needed for 
neighborhood planning, housing rehabili-
tation programs, redevelopment activities, 
and monitoring conditions throughout 
the city. This inventory is not a one-time 
study of conditions, rather, it is a versatile 
information system that can be updated 
easily and that is compatible with other 
sources of information. 
The Inventory System 
The inventory of housing and neigh-
borhood conditions consists of individual 
records for each residential address and 
associated parcels of land within the city. 
We inventoried 51,879 parcels of land 
containing 48,131 residential structures 
which included 67,428 dwelling units. 
We also included information about 
capital improvements and environmental 
conditions for over 3 ,000 city blocks. 
Fieldworkers collected information on 
precoded forms. Then, the information 
was entered into the VAX 11/780 com-
puter at the University of Nebraska at 
Omaha. Subsequendy, we produced a 
data tape containing this information and 
provided the Lincoln Urban Development 
Department with a copy that was com-
patible with their data processing system. 
The inventory was formatted so that the 
data could be processed readily using 
SPSS-X or SAS statistical programs. 
U.S. Bureau of the Census' block 
designations provided the basic geographic 
units used to organize the data. The 
blocks were further organized by neigh-
borhoods, according to boundaries 
established by the city for the Census' 
Neighborhood Statistics Program. As a 
result, information stored and coded at 
the block level could be aggregated for 
other geographic levels, including block 
group, tract, neighborhood, region, or 
city. Map 1 shows the 45 neighborhoods 
in Lincoln. 
We recorded the address of each 
structure inventoried in a standardized 
format that was compatible with the 
Census' GBF/DIME File System. This 
additional coding increases the flexibility 
of the system, for example, users can 
retrieve information by address and they 
can aggregate data below the block level. 
The address, along with neighborhood, 
tract, and block location information, 
identify each house and parcel recorded 
in the inventory. This system simplifies 
comparison of our information about 
housing and neighborhood conditions 
with other sources of information, such 
as, the social, housing, and population 
characteristics included in the U.S. 
census. In addition, the standardized 
addresses allow users to integrate infor-
mation from other files, such as, the 
city's real property, building permit, 
code complaint, and condemnation files. 
Other components of the inventory, 
including maps and forms used by the 
fieldworkers, supplement the computer-
ized records. These records were grouped 
and packaged by neighborhoods and they 
serve as back-up files and sources of 
additional information. Additional land-
use information, such as, the number and 
the location of vacant parcels, is identified 
on the field maps, and explanatory com-
ments are made on the field forms. 
Fieldworkers were instructed to make 
descriptive comments about the condi-
tion of houses and neighborhoods, paying 
special attention to unusual situations 
and particular problems, such as, severely 
deteriorated streets or sidewalks, unsafe 
dwellings, and other hazards. 
Information in the computerized 
inventory can be updated readily by 
adding, deleting, or changing the records. 
Using a systematic approach to update 
the inventory ensures that the informa-
tion is both current and accurate. 
Data that indicate changes in neigh-
borhoods are collected regularly by the 
city. Items, such as, building permits, 
code complaints, zoning changes, and 
condemnation and demolition notices, 
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permit the Lincoln Urban Development 
Department to identify and update 
information for sites and areas where the 
most significant changes are occurring. 
Rating and Classification Systems 
Fieldworkers collected information on 
housing and neighborhood conditions 
using preceded inventory forms and a 
walk-by, exterior-assessment method. In 
order to rate the overall condition of each 
structure, a weighted rating system was 
developed to evaluate each dwelling's 
structural components. The structural 
components were listed in ten categories 
and classified as either primary or 
secondary components. 
Primary components include the basic 
elements of any structure: foundation, 
exterior walls, and roof. These com-
ponents are weighted most heavily. 
Generally, secondary components are 
added or attached to the primary com-
ponents, for example, roof covering, 
chimney, gutters, wall surface, doors 
CITY OF 
and windows, porches and steps, and 
auxiliary structures. 
The structural components were rated 
according to the improvements needed, 
that is, critical, substantial, minor, or 
none. The lowest score a structure 
could receive was 0 and the highest 
score was 180. Table 1 shows the ratings 
for all structural components and the 
relative weighting each received. 
The total number of points assigned to 
the structural components was used to 
classify the overall condition of each 
structure. In most cases, structures that 
were rated excellent and good required 
only normal maintenance, those rated 
fair needed substantial rehabilitation but 
they were basically sound and repairs 
were feasible, units that were rated poor 
were questionable for cost-effective 
repairs, and units that were dilapidated 
had extensive defects and were beyond 
repair. 
Table 
categories 
structures 
2 shows the classification 
and the total number of 
in each category. Over half 
(53.1 percent) of the structures were 
classified as excellent, 38.2 percent were 
classified as good, 8.4 percent were 
classified as fair, and 0.3 percent were 
rated as .poor or dilapidated. 
Numerous classification systems can 
be used to meet various information 
needs. Alternative classification systems, 
with various point ranges and categories, 
may be substituted by simple program-
ming changes. For example, a different 
set of point ranges, possibly with only 
two categories, would be needed to 
identify and calculate the number of 
standard and substandard structures in 
Lincoln. Tables 3 and 4 show several 
alternative methods for classifying 
housing conditions. 
The values assigned to needed repairs 
can also be modified or weighted as 
needed. In another study, for example, 
researchers might require that additional 
weighting (more points) be assigned to 
problems associated with foundations, 
because of their relative importance and 
their effect on the walls and the roof. 
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TABLE 1 
RATING OF STRUCTURAL COMPONENTS OF HOUSING IN LINCOLN, NEBRASKA, 1984 
Critical Substantial Minor None 
Components Pts N % Pts N % Pts N % Pts N % 
Primary: 
Roof (35) 40 0.1 (15) 968 2.0 (5) 17,336 36.1 (0) 29,689 61 .8 
Wall (35) 40 .1 (15) 311 .6 (5) 10.412 21.7 (0) 37,257 77.6 
Foundation (35) 73 .2 (15) 739 1.5 (5) 14,566 30.4 (0) 32,593 67.9 
Secondary: 
Roof covering (15) 132 .3 (10) 1,109 2.3 (2) 28,281 59.0 (0) 18,432 38.4 
Chimney (10) 40 .1 (5) 206 .4 (2) 4,632 9.7 (0) 43,027 89.8 
Gutters (10) 2,205 4.6 (5) 2,798 5.8 (2) 20,307 42.3 (0) 22,719 47.3 
Wall surface (15) 52 .1 (10) 1,046 2.2 (2) 16,541 34.4 (0) 30,381 63.3 
Doors, windows (10) 61 .1 (5) 987 2.1 (2) 21,721 45.2 (0) 25,275 52.6 
Porches, steps (10) 162 .3 (5) 1.499 3.1 (2) 13,984 29.1 (0) 32,397 67.4 
Site condition (5) 332 .7 (3) 2,219 4.6 (1) 19,061 39.8 (0) 26,296 54.9 
TABLE 2 
CLASSIFICATION OF HOUSING CONDITIONS IN LINCOLN, NEBRASKA, 1984 
CIIISSification Description Point Rangea Number % 
Excellent Slightly minor primary and secondary deficiencies ().9 25,571 53.1 
Good Minor primary and secondary deficiencies (Normal maintenance 10.28 18.402 38.2 
possible by owner in most cases) 
Fair Substantial primary and secondary deficiencies (Feasible to repair with 29-69 4,035 8.4 
substantial rehabilitation) 
Poor Critical primary and major secondary deficiencies 70.109 113 .2 
(Questionable to repair) 
Dilapidated Critical primary (2 or more) and major secondary deficiencies 110+ 10 0 
(Defects so extensive and severe that structure is beyond cost-
effective repair) 
-- --
Total 48,131 100.0b 
aTotals for each structural component category, as shown in table 1, do not total 48,131 because some data are missing. Categories with 
data missing were assigned 0 points and assumed to have no significant problems. 
bMay not total because of rounding. 
TABLE 3 TABLE 4 
POINT RANGE DISTRIBUTION CLASSIFICATION OF HOUSING CONDITIONS, LINCOLN, NEBRASKA 
FOR HOUSING CONDITIONS, 
LINCOLN, NEBRASKA Classification Point Range Number Percent 
Point Range Number Percent Excellent, good 0-25 42,281 87.8 
Fair 26-50 5,350 11.1 
0 6,603 13.7 Poor 51-75 428 1.0 
1-10 20,596 43.0 Very poor 76-100 57 .1 
11 -20 11,629 24.1 Dilapidated Over 100 15 .o 
21-30 5,792 12.1 
-- --
31-40 2,234 4.7 Total 48,131 100.0 
41-50 777 1.6 
51-60 274 .5 
61-70 117 .2 Excellent, good 0-25 42,281 87.8 
71-80 61 .1 Fair 26-45 5,080 10.6 
81-90 21 .0 Poor 46-70 661 1.4 
91-100 12 .o Very poor 71 or more 109 .2 
Over 100 15 .0 -- --
-- -- Total 48,131 100.0 
Total 48,131 100.0 
Neighborhood Conditions 
We evaluated neighborhood conditions 
block-by-block, including capital improve-
ments and environmental factors. The 
evaluation of capital improvements 
included the condition of streets; curbs ; 
storm drains; sidewalks; street lights, 
signs, and signals; and intersections. The 
evaluation of environmental factors 
included dead trees and vegetation, 
litter, unkempt yards, junk cars, heavy 
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TABLE 5 
RATING OF NEIGHBORHOOD CONDITIONS IN LINCOLN, NEBRASKA, 19a4 
Major Substantial Minor None 
Item Pts N % Pts N % Pts N % Pts N % 
Capit al improvements/repairs:a 
Streets (20) a6 2.9 (10) 224 7.7 (5) 1,504 51.5 (0) 1,104 37.a 
Curbs (15) 61 2.1 (5) 154 5.3 (2) 792 27.2 (0) 1,909 65.5 
Storm drains (10) 61 2.1 (5) 129 4.4 (2) 440 15.1 (0) 2,2a2 7a.4 
Sidewalks (10) 142 4.9 (5) 437 15.0 (2) 1.497 51.4 (0) a36 2a.7 
Street lights (10) 9 .3 (5) 25 .9 (2) 232 a.o (0) 2,642 90.9 
Street signs/signals (10) 9 .3 (5) 12 .4 (2) 157 5.4 (0) 2.733 93.9 
Obstructed intersections (10) 0 0 (5) 2 .1 (2) 51 1.a (0) 2,a5a 9a.2 
Environment:a 
Dead trees/vegetation (10) 10 .3 (5) 90 3.1 (2) a9a 30.a (0) 1 ,91a 65.a 
Litter (10) 0 0 (5) 33 1.1 (2) 617 21.2 (0) 2,261 77.7 
Unkempt yards (10) 12 .4 (5) 112 3.8 (2) 939 32.2 (0) 1,852 63.5 
Junk cars (10) 5 .2 (5) 46 1.6 (2) 442 15.2 (0) 2,417 a3.1 
Heavy traffic (10) 169 5.a (5) 326 11.2 (2) a78 30.1 (0) 1,541 52.9 
Other types of pollution (10) 170 5.a (5) 225 7.7 (2) 704 24.2 (0) 1 ,a14 62.3 
aTotals for each category are not consistent because some data are missing. Categories with data missing were assigned 0 points and assumed 
to have no significant problems. 
TABLE 6 
TYPES OF STRUCTURES AND 
UNITS, LI NCOLN, NEBRASKA, 
19a4 
Item Number Percent 
Type of structure: 
Single-family 43,169 a9.9 
Duplex 1,97a 4.1 
Multifamily 2,729 5.7 
Mixed use 126 .3 
--
--
Total 4a,002 100.0 
Type of unit : 
Single-family 43,245 64.1 
Multifamily 24,1a3 35.9 
-- --
Total 67,42a 100.0 
TABLE 7 
MATERIALS USED IN 
RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS, 
LINCOLN, NEBRASKA, 19a4 
Item 
Roofs: 
Shingle 
Rolled asphalt 
Cedar 
Combination 
Other 
Walls: 
Frame 
Masonry 
Siding 
Combination 
Other 
Foundations: 
Concrete 
Stone 
Slab 
Brick-covered 
Not visible 
Number Percent 
43,373 90.a 
650 1.4 
1,507 3.2 
360 .a 
1,a91 4.0 
9,503 
13,753 
11 ,51a 
12,69a 
403 
25,022 
354 
266 
14,506 
7,705 
19.a 
29.7 
24.2 
26.5 
.a 
52.3 
.7 
.6 
30.3 
16.1 
traffic, and other types of pollution. 
Table 5 shows the categories, weighted 
scores (based on the improvements 
needed), and city totals. 
We also collected data on land use, 
including: counts of units and structures, 
units under construction or rehabilitation, 
units for sale, and vacant units; habitabil-
ity; building materials; vacant parcels; 
and nonresidential uses. Table 6 presents 
information about the types of units 
and structures and table 7 shows the 
types of materials used in residential 
buildings. 
Other Applications/Comparative Analysis 
The information contained in the 
inventory, as shown in tables 1-7, can be 
obtained for any geographic area, such as, 
region, neighborhood, tract, block group, 
block, or street segment. We provided 
city officials with summary reports 
contammg this information for 45 
neighborhoods and 4 neighborhood 
regions. 
Information can be recalled for any 
structure by address or by searching the 
files for particular characteristics. In the 
latter case, lists of addresses can be 
generated for structures within a specified 
geographic area, by structure type, 
vacancy, repairs needed, or overall 
condition. For example, the inventory 
can be used to provide a list of all vacant, 
single-family structures with substantial 
foundation, roof, or wall problems in 
the Near South neighborhood. 
Along with the capabilities of storing, 
aggregating, and listing information, the 
inventory can be used to provide com-
parative analyses of conditions in various 
geographic areas. Average scores for 
houses, capital improvements, and 
environmental factors can be computed 
for any geographic area to provide a basis 
for comparison and ranking. 
Table 8 shows the ranking of neighbor-
hoods in Lincoln based on the average 
and average-combined scores for houses, 
capital improvements, and environmental 
factors. A lower average score for a neigh-
borhood indicates that conditions were 
generally better than conditions in a 
neighborhood with a higher average score. 
Rankings range from 1 to 45 with 1 
equaling the lowest score or best con-
ditions and 45 equaling the highest score 
or worst conditions. 
The Fox Hollow neighborhood had 
the lowest total neighborhood score (4.1) 
and ranked first, while North Bottoms 
had a total score of 48.2 and ranked last. 
The ten neighborhoods with the lowest 
total scores were: (1) Fox Hollow and 
Wellington, (2) Highlands, (3) Trendwood 
and Wedgewood, (4) Meadow Lane, 
(5) Kahoa, (6) Old Cheney and The 
Knolls, (7) Rousseau, (8-9) Colonial Hills 
and Tierra and Briarhurst (tie), and 
(10) Park Manor. The ten neighborhoods 
with the highest total scores were: 
(36) Irvingdale, (37) Near South, 
(38) Everett, (39) UNL, (40) Hardey, 
(41) Malone, (42) South Salt Creek, 
(43) Clinton, (44) Lincoln Center, and 
(45) North Bottoms. 
The staff of the Lincoln Urban 
Development Department grouped neigh-
borhoods into four regions before we 
computed scores for neighborhoods. 
Neighborhoods with similar character-
istics, such as, the age of the house and 
geographic location, were grouped 
together as follows: Region I, Core 
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TABLE a 
A RANKING OF NEIGHBORHOODS IN LINCOLN, NEBRASKA, 19a4 
Neighborhood Reglon,ID 
Antelope Park (II, 01) 19.2 34 7.a 23 3.a 15* 11.6 21 30.a 33 
Arnold Heights (II, 02) 9.a 19* 11.3 3a 4.4 20* 15.7 33 25.5 26 
Bethany (II, 03) 12.6 30 12.0 40 5.7 30* 17.7 37 30.3 31 
Capital Beach (Ill, 04) a.7 1a 10.9 37 9.2 42 20.1 41 2a.a 30 
Clinton (1 , 05) 20.7 36 14.9 44 10.1 43 25.0 44 45.7 43 
College View (II, 06) 10.6 24* 7.4 21* 4.1 19 11.5 19* 22.1 19 
Colonial Hills (IV,07) 9.a 19* 2.a 4 2.3 a 5.1 2 14.9 a• 
Cornhusker Place (III,Oa) 7.1 15 a.9 29* a.4 41 17.3 35 24.4 24 
Country Club (111,09) 9.9 21 a.3 25* 2.1 6 10.4 13 20.3 16 
East Campus (II, 10) 15.1 33 a.e 2a 4.6 23 13.2 27* 2a.3 2a 
Eastridge (Ill, 11) a.2 17 9.0 32* 1.5 3 10.5 14 1a.7 14 
Eden Park (Ill. 12) 5.4 9* 10.2 36 7.9 3a 1a.1 39 23.5 20* 
Everett (1, 13) 20.9 37 5.2 12 a.3 40 13.5 29 34.4 3a 
56th & Vine (111,14) 10.a 26 7.1 1a· 3.a 15* 10.9 16 21.7 17* 
40th & A (II, 15) 10.3 23 7.4 21* 7.5 37 14.9 31 25.2 25 
Fox Hollow, Wellington (IV,16) 0.4 1 2.4 3 1.3 1* 3,7 4.1 1 
Hartley (1, 17) 24.9 40 6.2 15 6.5 32 12.7 25* 37.6 40 
Hawthorne (It, 1a) 10.9 27 a.9 29* 3.a 15* 12.7 25* 23.6 22* 
Highlands (IV,19) 0.5 2 3.6 5 4.4 20* a.o 6 a.5 2 
Holmes Lake (IV, 20) 7.7 16 9.0 32* 3.1 11* 12.1 24 19.a 15 
Indian Village (II. 21) 11.9 2a 6.7 16 3.1 11* 9.8 10* 21.7 17* 
lrvlngdale (II, 22) 19.9 35 5.a 14 7.4 36 13.2 27* 33.1 36 
Kahoa (IV,23) 3.a a 4.1 6* 5.7 30* 9.a 10* 13.6 5 
Lincoln Center (1,24) 29.7 45 2.0 1 15.5 45 17.5 36 47.2 44 
Malone (1, 25) 26.1 42 4.7 9 12.1 44 16.a 34 42.9 41 
Meadow Lane (Ill, 26) 5.9 11 2.1 2 4.0 1a 6.1 4 12.0 4 
Near South (1,27) 21.4 38 5.0 11 6.9 34 11.9 23 33.3 37 
North Bottoms (I, 2a) 26.9 43 13.3 42 a.o 39 21.3 42 4a.2 45 
Northeast Lincoln (11,29) 12.2 29 9.2 34 5.0 25 14.2 30 26.4 27 
Northwest Lincoln (11,30) e. a 14 a.o 24 3.5 13 11.5 19* 18.3 13 
Old Cheney, The Knolls (IV, 31) 3.4 6 7.0 17 3.7 14 10.7 15 14.1 6 
Park Manor (IV,32) 6.4 13 a.3 25* 2.0 4* 10.3 12 16.7 10 
Pioneer Monument (111,33) 14.0 32 7.1 1a• 2.4 10 9.5 7 23.5 20* 
Rousseau 011.341 3.3 4* a.3 25* 2.7 10 11.0 17 14.3 7 
Salt Valley View (IV, 35) 6.2 12 7.2 20 4.5 22 11 .7 22 17.9 11* 
Seven Oaks (IV, 36) 1.2 3 24.1 45 5.2 26* 29.3 45 30.5 32 
South Salt Creek (1, 37) 27.a 44 12.5 41 5.3 2a 17.a 3a 45.6 42 
Southview (Ill, 38) 10.6 24* 5.3 13 2.0 4* 7.3 5 17.9 11* 
Tierra, Briarhurst (IV,39) 3.7 7 8.9 29* 2.3 a• 11.2 18 14.9 a• 
Trendwood, Wedgewood (IV. 40) 3.3 4* 4.4 8 1.3 1* 5.7 3 9.0 3 
University Place (1, 41) 13.2 31 10.0 35 5.2 26* 15.2 32 28.4 29 
UNL (IV, 42) 25.4 41 4.1 6* 5.5 29 9.6 a• 35.0 39 
West A (11,43) 5.4 9* 11.6 39 6.6 33 18.2 40 23.6 22* 
West Lincoln (Ill. 44) 10.1 22 14.5 43 7.0 35 21.5 43 31.6 34 
Woods Park (1 , 45) 23.2 39 4.8 10 4.8 24 9.6 a· 32.8 35 
• Indicates a tie score. 
TABLE 9 
AVERAGE HOUSING, CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT, AND 
ENVIRONMENT SCORES, LINCOLN, NEBRASKA, 1984 
Combined-
Capital neighborhood 
Are!! Housing Improvement Environment Score/ Average 
Region I 20.7 
Region II 11.7 
Region Ill 7.9 
Region IV 4.5 
Citywide 
Combined-averl!ge 11.8 
TABLE 10 
MEDIAN HOUSING SCORES, 
LINCOLN, NEBRASKA, 1984 
Area Median 
Region I 19.2 
Region II 9.5 
Region Ill 5.7 
Region IV 1.6 
Citywide 8.6 
Neighborhoods; Region II, Older Urban; 
Region III, Older Suburban; and Region 
IV, New Suburban (see table 8). 
Volume XIII. Number 4 
8.5 7.4 36.6 
8.6 5.3 25.6 
8.3 4.6 20.8 
6.0 3.1 13.6 
8.2 5.6 25.6 
A comparison of the regional data and 
the average neighborhood scores shows 
that neighborhoods in Region I (Core 
Neighborhoods) had higher scores 
generally, indicating more problems and 
worse conditions, while neighborhoods 
in Region IV (New Suburban) had the 
lowest scores, indicating less problems 
and better conditions. Table 9 shows 
the combined-average neighborhood 
score for each region and the citywide 
combined-average score. The median 
housing scores, shown in table 10, indi-
cate that housing conditions are relatively 
worse in Region I and relatively better in 
Region IV. 
REVIEW OF APPLIED URBAN RESEARCH 
Summary 
The inventory of housing and neigh-
borhood conditions consists of compu-
terized records that can be updated easily 
for each residential address and associated 
parcels of land within the city of Lincoln. 
The inventory includes 51,879 parcels 
containing 48,131 residential structures. 
Fieldworkers collected data for the 
inventory using a walk-by, exterior-
assessment method. Each residential 
structure was examined systematically 
to determine if repairs to structural 
components were needed. The inventory 
included information about capital 
improvements and environmental factors 
for over 3,000 city blocks. We also 
developed a classification system for 
rating the overall condition of housing. 
The computerized inventory system 
allows the Lincoln Urban Development 
Department to store, aggregate, and 
integrate information about housing 
and neighborhood conditions. This 
information is needed to guide and target 
the use of Lincoln's Community Develop-
ment Block Grant funds for specific 
applications in neighborhood planning, 
housing rehabilitation, and urban 
redevelopment programming. 
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